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case of perception and not inference; so that, the fact
is that had there been rays in the organ of sight, then
they would have been perceived, but as they are not
perceived but only inferred, it is concluded that no such
rays exist in the visual organ56.

This, again, is rejected by the Naiyayikas on the
ground that the non-perception of the rays, whose
presence is inferred by the obstruction not allowing the
contact (sanmkarsapratisedhenavaranena lingendnumiyaman-
asya\ does not prove the absence of the rays; just as the
non-perception of the other side of the moon or the
lower part of the earth does not prove their non-
existence57.

We know, on the other hand, that the construction
of the sense-organs (vyuha) is due to the influence of
adrsta and is meant for the experience of pleasure and
pain of the ]was. In the case of the organ of sight, to
give effect to the very aim of bhoga^ the existence of
rays has been assumed. That is, the material cause of
the visual organ is ^e/aSy one of the bhutas, so that, the
effect of it, namely, the sense-organ of sight, is also
bbautzka. In the same manner, we know that all the
other external sense-organ shave got some or other bhutas
as their material cause. Hence, all of them are bhautikas.

There is another reason to prove that the external
sense-organs are bhautikas and it is this: obstruction is
the nature of bhutas alone. If there be an obstruction
between a sense-organ audits object of cognition, then
there would not be the cognition of that object through
that sense-organ. This is found with all the external
sense-organs; hence they are all bhautikas. A non-
bhautika object is never obstructed. But we must know
that the objects whose activities are not stopped by any
obstruction are not all non-bhau^kas; for, in the very
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